United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


10/056,203 


01/25/2002 


Roger T. Baird 


10014605-1 


3810 



7590 02/20/2008 

HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 
Intellectual Property Administration 
P.O. Box 272400 
Fort Collins, CO 80527-2400 



EXAMINER 



HOANG, PHUONG N 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2194 



MAIL DATE 



DELIVERY MODE 



02/20/2008 PAPER 

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev. 04/07) 



f 

Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

10/056,203 


Applicant(s) 

BAIRD ET AL 


Examiner 

Phuong N. Hoang 


Art Unit 

2194 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . Claims 1 - 34 are pending for examination. 

2. References, not found in this office action, can be found in previous office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1 - 7, 33 - 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

4. As to claims 1 , 3, and 33, the claims comprising determining step does not 
produce a tangible result. It is directed merely to an abstract idea that is not tied to a 
technological art, environment or machine which would result in a practical application 
producing a useful, concrete and tangible result to form the basis of statutory subject 
matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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form 
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by Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971. 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 6, 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 



7. As to claim 1, Owa teaches a method, implemented by a computing device, the 
method comprising: 

sending a service request to a device, wherein the service request is a request 
for data relating to the operation of the device (col. 1 lines 24 - 35); 

determining based at least in part on an amount of time taken to service the 
device, whether the computing device is to be identified as typically servicing the 
device (col. 5-7). 

8. As to claim 3, Owa teaches the steps of checking an amount of time that a 
manager device took to service another device (col. 7 lines 40 - 67); and determining, 
based at least in part on the amount of time, whether the manager device is a desired 
manager of the other device (thus, printer PRN1 will be selected, col. 7 lines 40 - 67). 
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9. As to claim 5, Owa teaches wherein the manager device was not, when 
servicing the other device, the desired manager of the other device (col. 5 lines 55 - 67 
and col. 7). 

10. As to claim 6, Owa teaches wherein the method is implemented by the manager 
device (col. 5). 

11. As to claim 8, this is the medium claim of claim 1 . See rejection for claim 1 
above. Further, Owa teaches if the device manager is the desired manager for the 
device, then servicing the device (col. 7 lines 40 - 65); and if the device manager is not 
the desired manager for the device, then checking whether a trigger condition is 
satisfied and servicing the device if the trigger condition is satisfied (col. 7 lines 5-10). 

12. Claims 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being unpatentable by 
Barry, US patent no. 7,099,027. 

13. As to claim 33, Barry teaches a system comprising: a device service table to 
store mappings of desired managers to managed devices (MIB, figure 25 and 
associated text); and a selection module coupled to access the device service table and 
configured to (print server, figure 25 and associated text), check the amount of time that 

• a manager took to service another device, and determine, based on the amount of time, 
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whether the manager device is a desired manager of the other device (col. 26 lines 1 - 
5, lines 58 - 65, col. 31 lines 40 - 65). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 2, 4, 12, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971 in view of Teradairas, US patent 
no. 6,580,520. 

16. As to claims 2, 4, Owa failed to teach the steps of determining the decision 
threshold. 

17. However, Teradairas teaches the step of wherein the determining comprises the 
step of the decision threshold (threshold time, col. 7 lines 30 - 40). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Owa and Teradaira's system because 
Teradaira's threshold time would provide a maximum time to wait for a service if the 
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device is not available, and used to determine that the computing device is to be 
identified as typically servicing the device if the amount of time taken is less than the 
decision threshold. 



18. As to claims 12 and 14, see rejection for claim 2 above. 

19. Claims 7, 9 - 11, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971 in view of Barry, US patent no. 
7,099,027. 

20. As to claim 7, Barry teaches the step of wherein the method is implemented by 
a central database (MIB, figure 25 and associated text). 

It would have been for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the teaching of Owa and Barry's system because the database would 
maintain all configuration information to manage, all the printers in the network. 

21 . As to claims 9-11, see rejection for claim 7 above. 

22. As to claim 17, see rejection for claim 7 above. 
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23. Claims 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971 in view of Teradairas, US patent no. 6,580,520 in 
view of Barry, US patent no. 7,099,027. 

24. As to claim 13, Barry teaches wherein identifying the device manager as the 
desired manager for the device comprises identifying the device manager in a table 
entry corresponding to the device (MIB, figure 25 and associated text). 

It would have been for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the teaching of Owa and Barry's system because the central database 
would maintain all configuration information to manage all the printers in the network. 

25. Claims 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971 and in view of Combs, US patent no. 6,766,348. 

26. As to claims 18-19, Combs teach the step of wherein checking whether the 
trigger condition is satisfied comprises: generating a value (max wait duration, col. 1 1 
lines 35 - 40); determining whether the value is within a range of trigger values; and 
determining that the trigger condition is satisfied if the value is within the range of trigger 
values. 

27. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Owa and Comb's system because 



Application/Control Number: 10/056,203 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2194 

Combs's trigger condition would provide a flexibility for making the decision that would 
wait for the device supposed to be serviced is not immediately available to service. 

28. As to claim 20, Owa and Combs do not teach the step of altering the trigger 
condition over time. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to recognize that condition may be changed as a design choice to 
be suitable with the environment. 

29. As to claim 21 , Owa teach the step of wherein the plurality of instructions further 
cause the one or more processors (inherent) to perform acts comprising servicing the 
device only if the device is due for service (it is one of the decisions). 

30. Claims 22 - 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Barry, US patent no. 7,099,027 in view of Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971. 

31 . As to claim 22, Barry teaches the steps of 

receiving, from a device manager (print server is operable to receive PDL print jobs 
request facilitated by print manager, figure 18 and associated text), a request for an 
identification of one or more devices to be serviced by the device manager; identifying, 



Application/Control Number: 10/056,203 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2194 

to the device manager, one or more devices for which the device manager is the 
desired manager (print server distributes and routes the PDL print jobs to particular 
printer via device manager, figures 18 and 25 and associated text); for each device for 
which the device manager is not the desired manager, identifying the device to the 
device manager (determine which print job will be handled, col. 22 lines 5 - 19). 

Barry does not explicitly teach the steps of checking whether a trigger condition 
is satisfied for each device for which the device manager is not the desired manager. 

Owa teaches checking whether a trigger condition is satisfied for each device for 
which the device manager is not the desired manager (col. 7 lines 5-10). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Barry and Owa's system because 
checking a trigger condition would help to select the most optimum printer as-desired. 

32. As to claim 23, Barry teaches receiving, from the device manager, an indication 
that at least one of the identified devices has been serviced; and updating a last service 
time for each of the identified devices (col. 28 lines 20 - 30). 

33. Claims 24 - 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Barry, US patent no. 7,099,027 in view of Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971, and 
further in view of Teradairas, US patent no. 6,580,520. 
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34. As to claim 24, Teradairas teaches the step of wherein the determining 
comprises the step of the decision threshold (threshold time, col. 7 lines 30 - 40). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Barry, Owa, and Teradaira's system 
because Teradaira's threshold time would provide a maximum time to wait for a service 
if the device is not available, and used to determine that the computing device is to be 
identified as typically servicing the device if the amount of time taken is less than the 
decision threshold. 

35. As to claim 25, Barry teaches identifying the device manager as the desired 
manager for the device comprises identifying the device manager in an entry of a device 
service table, wherein the entry corresponds to the device (MIB, figure 25 and 
associated text). 

36. As to claim 26, see rejection for claim 24 above. 
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37. Claims 29 - 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Barry, US patent no. 7,099,027 in view of Owa, US patent no. 6,348,971, and 
further in view of Comb, US patent no. 

38. As to claims 29 - 30, Combs teach the step of wherein checking whether the 
trigger condition is satisfied comprises: generating a value (max wait duration, col. 11 
lines 35 - 40); determining whether the value is within a range of trigger values; and 
determining that the trigger condition is satisfied if the value is within the range of trigger 
values. 

39. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Barry, Owa and Comb's system because 
Combs's trigger condition would provide a flexibility for making the decision that would 
wait for the device supposed to be serviced is not immediately available to service. 

40. As to claim 31 , Barry and Combs do not teach the step of altering the trigger 
condition over time. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to recognize that condition may be changed as a design choice to 
be suitable with the environment. 



Application/Control Number: 10/056,203 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2194 

41 . As to claim 32, Barry teaches wherein the plurality of instructions further cause 
the one or more processors (processor, figures 1a and 1b) to perform acts comprising 
identifying only devices that are due for service to the device manager. 



42. Claims 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barry, US patent no. 7,099,027 in view of Teradairas, US patent no. 6,580,520. 

43. As to claim 34, Teradairas teaches the step of wherein the determining 
comprises the step of the decision threshold (threshold time, col. 7 lines 30 - 40). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Barry, Owa, and Teradaira's system 
because Teradaira's threshold time would provide a maximum time to wait for a service 
if the device is not available, and used to determine that the computing device is to be 
identified as typically servicing the device if the amount of time taken is less than the 
decision threshold. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

44. Claims 15, 16, 27, and 28 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PHUONG N. HOANG whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3763. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00 am to 
5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on 571-272-3718. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Ph 

February 15, 2008 




